September 29, 1965
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 29, 1965

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D.D., used this verse of Scripture: Luke
21: 19: In your patience ye shall win
your souls.

O eternal God, in whose divine con-
trol are all our days, we beseech Thee
to draw us now near to Thyself that we
may not be far from one another.

May we offer our noonday prayer with
one heart and mind and with simple
faith and sincere love.

Amid all the changes of each passing
day may we find in Thee that peace and
that patience and perseverance which
the world can neither give nor take
away.

Whatever Thy will may be for us this
day grant that we may serve Thee faith-
fully and with firm obedience to what
Thou dost command.

Thou hast mercifully drawn a cloud
over the future but may this not be a
weariness or a vexation of spirit but a
comfort and a joy that the best is yet
to be.

May each new day with its troubles
and difficulties be part of the curriculum
for the development of our character and
the culture of the inner life.

To Thy name we shall give all the
praise. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment a bill of the House of the
following title:

HR. 1274. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Michiko Miyazaki Willlams.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed, with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested, bills of the House of the fol-
lowing titles:

H.R.T743. An act to establish a system of
loan insurance and a supplementary cystem
of direct loans, to assist students to attend
postsecondary business, trade, technical, and
other vocational schools; and

H.R. 9247. An act to provide for participa-
tion of the United States in the HemisFair
1968 Exposition to be held in San Antonio,
Tex., in 1968, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendments of the
House to bills of the Senate of the fol-

lowing titles:

8.1065. An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to acguire through exchange
the Great Falls property in the State of Vir-
ginia for administration in connection with
the George Washington Memorial Parkway.
and for other purposes; and

S.1620. An act to consolidate the two ju-
dicial districts of the State of South Caro-
lina Into a single judicial district and to
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make suitable transitional provisions with
respect thereto.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
728) entitled “An act to amend section
510 of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936.”

The message also announced that the
Senate recedes from its amendments
Nos. 1, 2, and 3 to the bill (H.R. 205) to
amend chapter 35 of title 38 of the
United States Code in order to increase
the educational assistance allowances
payable under the war orphans’ educa-
tional assistance program, and for other
purposes.

IMMIGRATION AND NATIONALITY
ACT

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker's table the bill (H.R. 2580) to
amend the Immigration and Nationality
Act, and for other purposes, with Senate
amendment thereto, disagree to the Sen-
ate amendment and agree to the confer-
ence asked by the Senate.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York? [After a pause.] The Chair
hears none, and appoints the following
conferees: Messrs. CELLER, FEIGHAN,
CHELF, Robpino, DoNOHUE, BROOKS,
McCuLLocH, MOORE, and CAHILL.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the conferees
may have until midnight tonight and to-
morrow night to file a conference report.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

GENERAL LEAVE TO REVISE AND
EXTEND

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
who may speak today in Committee of
the Whole may have permission to re-
vise and extend their remarks and to
ineclude extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Missouri makes the point of order that
a quorum is not present. Evidently, a
quorum is not present.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move
a call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 335]
Anderson, 111. Aspinall Bonner
Andrews, Blatnik Brademas
George W. Bolton Brown, Callf,
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Colmer Hébert O'Hara, Mich.
Daddario Holifleld Powell

Davis, Wis. Hosmer Rivers, S.C.
Dorn Johnson, Okla. Roncalio
Downing Landrum Roosevelt
Flood Lindsay Scott
Frelinghuysen Long, La. Thomas
Goodell McEwen Thompson, N.J.
Hansen, Wash. Michel Toll

Hardy Mize Tupper

The SPEAKER. On this rolleall, 393
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ziedings under the call were dispensed

th.

CONVEY PROPERTY TO SAN DIEGO,
CALIF.

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for the
immediate consideration of the bill (H.R.
7329) to provide for the conveyance of
certain real property in the United States
to the city of San Diego, Calif.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 7328

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Administrator of General Services shall con-
vey, without monetary consideration there-
for, to the city of San Diego, California, all
right, title, and interest of the United States
in and to the real property comprising a por-
tion (approximately sixty-seven one-hun-
dredths of an acre) of the Navy Capehart
quarters at the Admiral Hartman site in San
Diego, California, the exact legal description
of which property shall be determined by the
Administrator.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

On line 4, strike out “without monetary
consideration therefore” and insert in lieu
thereof “at the estimated fair market value”.

The committee amendment was agreed

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days in which to ex-
tend their remarks on the bill HR. 4644
and to include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

HOME RULE FOR THE DISTRICT
OF COLUMBIA

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 4644) to pro-
vide an elected Mayor, City Council, and
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nonvoting Delegate to the House of Rep-
resentatives for the District of Columbia,
and for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill H.R. 4644, with
Mr. KeocH in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
substitute offered yesterday by the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. Siskxl.
The substitute which the gentleman
offered has had full committee consider-
ation and full committee hearings.

In fact, the gentleman from California
[Mr. Sisk] testified on behalf of his sub-
stitute, which was then pending before
the committee in the form of a bill, for
one full morning, and then came back
the following day and subjected himself
to further questioning.

This substitute, or bill, has obtained
the approval of a duly constituted com-
mittee of the House of Representatives,
not a clandestine group or a clandestine
meeting made up of a group of “yes”
men,

Incidentally, while I was in the Army
during the war, we had another name for
“yes” men.

The committee, in approving the Sisk
substitute, approved it with a committee
amendment; however, the committee
amendment to the original Sisk bill did
not lessen the committee support of the
basic principle of the Sisk bill. Actually,
what the committee did was to put two
bills together.

The committee put two bills together.
The bill I had originally introduced would
provide for 85 percent of the land area of
the District of Columbia to be retroceded
to the State of Maryland. I believe, of
course, this would be the only way in
which we could provide the maximum
amount of self-government to any of the
people who live within the Nation's Capi-
tal at this time. This is no question about
the constitutionality of this proposal.
Actually, a large portion of the district I
now represent, Arlington County and the
city of Alexandria, used to be a part of
the original District of Columbia. Be
that as it may, I have been advised unof-
ficially that the commitiee amendment
would not be germane to this bill, and,
therefore, I do not intend to offer it. Of
course, the main thrust of the committee
amendment was to retain 15 percent of
this land area as the Nation’s Capital un-
der full control of the Congress. I believe
we will have an opportunity later on to
consider any improvements or perfec-
tions in the proposal that the gentleman
from California has offered at this time.

One part of the bill or substitute of-
fered by the gentleman from California
[Mr. Sisk]l, and the part that I think is
of primary importance, is that it does
provide for final congressional approval.
It gives us 90 days to act on whether or
not we approve or reject the charter
which will be drawn up by the people of
the District of Columbia. I had planned
to offer an amendment requiring con-
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gressional approval, but some Members
asked me not to offer the amendment
because it was felt that 90 days would
give the Congress ample time to act.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. I yieldto
the gentleman.

Mr, WHITENER. I am very inter-
ested in what the gentleman is saying
about the retrocession proposition. I
note that some of those who now propose
the new approach are recent converts to
it. I do not know whether one of the
“four horsemen” for home rule is here,
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
HorTon]. In the last Congress when our
subcommittee had hearings on home rule,
we had a retrocession proposal by the
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. KyL], who at
that time was a Member of the House,
which proposal advocated retrocession.
We had another proposal which recom-
mended the same thing that the gentle-
man from Maryland [Mr. MaTaI1as] and
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
MuLTER] and others are proposing now.
But I think it is interesting to note that
in the 88th Congress the gentleman from
New York [Mr. HorToN], on page 220 of
the hearings, said about the Kyl retro-
cession bill that the bill has “possibility
of giving the people in the District true
home rule.”

On page 265 of the hearings, the
gentleman from New York [Mr. HorToN]
had this to say:

As between the Eyl proposal and the Mul-
ter proposal, personally I would support the
Kyl proposal over the Multer proposal.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man may proceed for 5 additional min-
utes inasmuch as I took up his time.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia.
to the gentleman.

Mr. WHITENER. The Multer bill at
that time was the administration bill,
which is almost identical to H.R. 4644.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. That is
correct. Actually there may be a lot of
other things in the proposal offered by
the gentleman from California [Mr.
Sisk] that we might want to change or
amend. But basically, it is a good bill.
It is a sound proposal which, as I said
before, has the full approval of the duly
constituted Committee on the District
of Columbia. After all, there is noth-
ing wrong in compromising or agreeing
to act in a spirit of compromise, par-
ticularly when it is a true bipartisan
compromise.

Now there may be some charges made
that this may cause a delay in giving a
measure of home rule to the people who
live within the District of Columbia.
Well, my answer to that charge is, What
is the hurry? Have we not done enough
damage so far in this session that we
had to bring up any more controversial
legislation and confusion before this
Congress adjourns? This is a very im-

I yield
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portant, serious, and complicated mat-
ter. Why should we not hesitate a little
bit and proceed a little more cautiously
before we act on this very serious and
important matter? What is wrong with
letting the people of the Nation’s Capi-
tal determine for themselves what type
of so-called home rule they would like
to have? This is what most cities and
most communities have done, and it is
the privilege that most communities
have in drawing up their own charter.
That is what we are offering to the peo-
ple of the Distriet of Columbia here.
This proposal should overcome all of
the objections outlined by the Repub-
lican policy committee. It does not
permit any repeal of or change in the
Hatch Act. It does not authorize the
people of the District of Columbia
through this charter to create any Fed-
eral tax or Federal payment. Certainly
if there is any partisan aspect in the
charter that they draw up, the Congress
will then have a chance to look at it and
approve or disapprove it.

I urge my colleagues seriously to con-
sider this proposal offered by the gentle-
man from California [Mr. Siskl.

This is the way the people of the Dis-
trict of Columbia can be part of the home
rule—the type of home rule to which they
themselves agree upon through a duly
constituted referendum.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to make a
comment or two relative to the procedure.
It is my understanding that amendments
are in order not only for the Multer bill
but also the Sisk bill at any time. How-
ever, I would point out that it is my in-
tention to offer amendments to the Mul-
ter bill relative to partisan politics and
relative to the Hatch Act. But at this
time I wish to speak to the Sisk substitute
primarily, and at the same time inform
the House what my intentions may be.
I would like to point out that to me it is
very, very confusing to see the procedure
that we will follow, and it is obvious that
Members of Congress are not fully aware
of what are in the bills that are before
us. I think we should carefully consider
the Sisk proposal. It would not set up
partisan elections. It would not violate
the Hatch Act about which I have been
s0 concerned.

So, Mr. Chairman, I would like to point
out that the proposal would give the
Members of Congress a little breather to
look it over. I should like to speak in
favor of the amendment.

Mr. SLACK. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the requisite number of words.

I have listened with great interest to
this debate and while I support home
rule as such, I believe in “home respon-
sibility,” for home ruie is home respon-
sibility.

Mr. Chairman, I should like to pose a
few questions to the author of H.R. 11218.
If the gentleman is present in the Cham-
ber, I should like his attention.

Referring to the Federal payment sec-
tion of H.R. 11218, page 56, lines 3
through 11, what real property formerly
exempt from taxation would, if the bill
should become law, be subject to Federal
payment in lieu of taxes?
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Mr. MULTER. Will the gentleman
clarify his question?

Mr, SLACK. I shall restate my ques-
tion.

What real property formerly exempt
from taxation would now, if the bill be-
comes law, be subject to Federal pay-
ment in lieu of taxes? I am referring
to page 56, lines 3 through 11, dealing
with the Federal payment on properties
other than Federal buildings themselves.

Mr. MULTER. No real property and
no personal property owned by the Fed-
eral Government would be subject to tax-
ation if the bill as proposed is passed.

I am now talking about the Mulfer
substitute that is pending. There is no
taxation provision in the bill as we are
submitting it to the House. There is no
authority given to the District govern-
ment to tax any property of any kind
that is owned by the Federal Govern-
ment or that is tax exempt.

All we are doing in this bill is pro-
viding an authorization beyond which
the Appropriations Committee could not
recommend, and the Congress could not
appropriate. For the purpose of arriv-
ing at the limit of the maximum amount
that may be appropriated by the Con-
gress we use this formula that is set
forth, a part of which the gentleman has
referred to, and which includes real
property in the District that may be tax
exempt, solely for the purpose of arriving
at the valuation of it in determining the
masimum amount that may be appropri-
ated.

Mr. SLACK. So the gentleman is say-
ing categorically that buildings owned by
the Disabled American Veterans, the
American Historical Association, B'nai
B’rith, the Veterans of Foreign Wars,
the DAR, the SAR, the General Federa-
tion of Women's Clubs, Jewish War Vet-
erans, National Education Association,
and others will not be subject to a pay-
ment in lieu of taxes?

Mr. MULTER. I am saying precisely
that.

Mr. SLACK. A second question I have
is this: There has been much said about
the $57 million valuation placed upon
the Nation’s Capitol. What method was
used to arrive at this figure? Was it
based on true and actual value; that is,
willing buyer and willing seller, replace-
ment cost less depreciation, appraised as
like property in the area; or was this
figure of $57 million just taken out of
thin air?

Mr. MULTER. As I understand it, the
amount is that fixed by the appraisers as
the market value of that property.

Mr. SLACK. This is market value,
based upon what sort of method of ap-
praisal?

Mr. MULTER. I assume that the ap-
praisers used whatever is the usual meth-
od of appraisal in arriving at that.

Mr. SLACK. Market value is defined
by law, I believe in all the 50 States,
what a willing buyer will pay a willing
seller. Who has offered a price for the
building and who is willing to sell the
building? This is the only way to arrive
at true market value.

Mr. MULTER. If the gentleman
knows of some better method of ap-
praising I suggest that the House in the
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Committee of the Whole be told about it.
The fact of the matter is that this is the
valuation that is arrived at solely for the
purpose of determining the maximum
amount of an appropriation that can be
made.

Mr. SLACK. Will the gentleman an-
swer one more question with regard to
this subject? What will be the value of
the Nation’s Capitol next year? Will
it be worth more or will it be worth less?
Will it appreciate in value or will it de-
preciate in value?

Mr. MULTER. This is something
which only the appraisers who will make
the appraisal can tell us, I repeat, it is
quite immaterial what they may do. No
matter what these valuations are that
some appraiser may fix, the Appropria-
tions Committee nevertheless will decide
whether they want to appropriate 5
cents, $1 million, $50 million, or $57 mil-
lion. They will make the determination
as to whether or not the appraisals are
proper or improper, For that matter
they may ignore the appraisals as com-
pletely and effectively as though never
made. The appraisals are in the nature
of a recommendation, without any force
or effect in law.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from West Virginia has
expired.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from West Virginia [Mr. Srackl
may proceed for 5 additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
North Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, SLACK., I yield to the gentleman
irom North Carolina.

Mr. WHITENER. Let me say to the
gentleman from West Virginia that the
answer which the gentleman from New
York gave is not consistent with what I
understand to be the true situation.

I can give the gentleman the names of
some of the organizations whose prop-
erty will be exempt if the Multer bill
is enacted. I can also tell what the tax
will be, what the Federal taxpayers
throughout the Nation will pay, under
the existing real property tax assess-
ment rate in the District of Columbia:

American Legion.

Amvets.

American Historical Association.

American Institute of Architects.
tdB‘nal B'rith Henry Monsky Founda-

on.

Columbia Historical Society.

Disabled American Veterans.

Frederick Douglass Memorial and His-
torical Association of Washington.

General Federation of Women’s Clubs.

Jewish War Veterans U.S.A. National
Memorial.

Luther Statue Association.

National Association of
Women’s Clubs Inec. D.C.

National Council of Negro Women,
Inc.

National Education Association.

National Society of Colonial Dames.

National Society of the Daughters of
the American Revolution, Ine.

Colored
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National Society of the Sons of the
American Revolution, Inc.

National Society of the U.S. Daugh-
ters of 1812, Inc.

National Trust for Historic Preserva-
tion.

Society of the Cincinnati.

Protestant Episcopal Parish.

Young Women’'s Christian Home.
Dgeterana of Foreign Wars of US. in

National Guard Association.

Woodrow Wilson House.

United Supreme Council, 33d Degree,
Ancient and Accepted Scottish Rite of
Freemasonry, Southern Jurisdiction,
Prince Hall Affiliation.

There are probably others.

So the Federal taxpayers in your com-
munity and mine will pay under this
formula in lieu of taxes, if that is what
these gentlemen want to call it, on the
basis of the present tax rate in the Dis-
triet of Columbia on the real property of
these exempt organizations, $649,640.22.

Mr. SLACK. I thank the gentleman
for clarifying this point.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield to me on that point,
on that very point?

Mr. SLACK. Yes. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. MULTER. The long list of names
of organizations which was read to you
by our distinguished colleague from
North Carolina merely tends, in my opin-
ion, to distort the entire problem pre-
sented. There will be no payment in
lieu of taxes by any of these people or
organizations. I repeat again as vigor-
ously and as forcefully as I can that the
value of these properties may be taken
into account in trying to arrive at the
total limit of money that may be appro-
priated. Not a dime will be paid out of
the U.8. Treasury unless and until it is
appropriated and meets with the recom-
mendations of the Appropriations Com-
mittee and the will of the House and the
Senate as it may be worked on the bills
brought before them. In arriving at
those amounts you can be sure that the
Committee on Appropriations of the
House and the other body will take into
account whether these appraisals are
proper and whether the formula is proper
and then determine how much, if any,
they should appropriate.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SLACK. Iyield to the gentleman.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, I
leave it to our colleagues as to who is
engaging in efforts to distort. I make the
categorical statement that if the Multer
bill or the Multer amended bill is en-
acted into law with the formula now set
forth in it, the organizations that I have
named and others that I have not named
will be made the burden of the taxpayers
of the Nation to pay in lieu of taxes the
amount I have mentioned. There can be
no question about it. If the gentleman
from New York wants to distort the issue
by trying to interpret what I sald as say-
ing that the membership of those orga-
nizations would have to pay this amount,
then he is entirely in error. I am saying
that the taxpayers of North Carolina and
New York and every other State in the
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Union will pick up the tab for the valua-
tion upon these real properties owned by
exempt organizations on the basis of a
tax rate fixed by a Mayor and City Coun-
cil in the District of Columbia.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from West Virginia has again
expired.

Mr. SLACK. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 2 ad-
ditional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
West Virginia?

There was no objection.

Mr. SLACK. Mr. Chairman, I ask for
this time in order that I may direct one
more question to the gentleman from
New York. I would ask the gentleman
from New York what assurances, if any,
do we have that the beauty of Washing-
ton will not be marred by the construc-
tion of skyscrapers and/or high-rise
apartment buildings?

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield to me, you have the
same assurance after the enactment of
this bill as we have today. The Con-
gress has complete control over the sit-
uation and we will continue to have that
complete control over the situation. I
assure you and every other Member of
the House and every citizen of the
United States to the same extent as we
prevented the marring of the beauty of
the city of Washington up to now, we
will continue to have and to exert and
to enforce that same power from here on
in after we pass this bill and it becomes
law.

Mr. SLACK. The function of zoning
will be taken over by the mayor and city
council, will it not?

Mr. MULTER. Under the proposal it
will go in the first instance to the city
council and the mayor subject to the
veto right of the President and subject
to the right of the Congress to override.
If the gentleman will permit me to say
one thing further, when I say override,
I mean to change, modify, or repeal.
Anything that the Congress can do now
it can do after this law is enacted.

Mr. SLACK. Then, it might be well
for the Congress to set up a watchdog
committee, would it not?

Mr. MULTER. We have a watchdog
committee now. We do not disturb the
jurisdiction of the House District Com-
mittee one iota. Under the law and the
rules of the House every legislative com-
mittee, including the House Committee
on the District of Columbia has the right
and the duty and the obligation to over-
see everything legislative in its juris-
diction.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SLACK. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, as
I understand the statement of the gen-
tleman from New York, the enactment
of his bill does not constitute any com-
mitment to the people of the District of
Columbia by the Congress on the for-
mula or other aspects. That is so much
chaff in the wind.

I want to say, as one of the ardent
opponents of the bill, that I do not look
personally with much favor upon the
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idea of holding out a false hope to these
folks because, if we pass his bill, the gen-
tleman from New York and every Mem-
ber of this Congress will have a solemn
obligation to deal with honor with the
people of the District of Columbia.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr.
Srack] has again expired.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Chairman, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. HARSHA., As I understand it,
the Committee may now proceed to
amend both the Multer amendment and
the Sisk substitute to the amendment;
is that correct?

The CHAIRMAN. That is correct.

Mr. HARSHA. And we may amend
either one interchangeably at this stage
of the game?

The CHAIRMAN. That is correct.

Mr. HARSHA. Then when the vote
comes upon the Sisk substitute or amend-
ment to the Multer amendment, assum-
ing the Sisk substitute is voted down,
may this Committee then continue to
amend the Multer amendment?

The CHAIRMAN, The Multer
amendment, in the nature of a substi-
tute, would at that time be open to fur-
ther amendment.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to inquire what the procedure will
be among the managers on the other side
relative to the legislation before us. It is
my understanding that as to both the
Sisk amendment and the Multer amend-
ment to the original discharge petition
bill, amendments are now in order; is
that correct?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has just
answered that question.

Mr. NELSEN. Is there any disposition
on the part of the managers either of the
Sisk bill or the Multer bill—perhaps in
this case the Sisk bill—to conclude the
discussion on the Sisk bill before we pro-
geﬁc.i’ with amendments to the Mutler

i1l7

The CHAIRMAN. Obviously the
Chair has no knowledge of what are the
intentions of the managers.

Mr. NELSEN. The gentleman now
speaking does not have, either, any in-
formation on that.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr, Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. NELSEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Virginia.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I think we should take one thing
at a time. I hope the gentlemen who
are interested in reaching a coneclusion
on this matter will perfect the amend-
ment now pending—that is, the Sisk
amendment. I think we should vote on
that and then we will be moving along.
But if you undertake to consider all the
amendments that probably would be of-
fered to the original bill and to the so-
called compromise bill, we will be 2 or 3
days before we get to voting on any-
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thing. I would suggest and I would hope
the suggestion meet with favor, that we
go along and proceed to finish with the
Sisk amendment before we go to some-
thing else.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I have
an amendment before this body and I
offer the amendment in good faith.
However, I can understand the difficulty
of the procedure if we try to work on
two at the same time, and that is my
understanding of the procedure under
which we are operating. I should like
to yield to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. Sisk] for any observation he
wishes to make at this point.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield as has been explained,
both the substitutes are pending for
amendment, and amendments would be
in order. I, of course, would like to have
us proceed to perfect my own substitute
as rapidly as possible and get a vote on
it up or down. From the procedural
standpoint I think that would be best.

On the other hand, Members are com-
pletely free to offer amendments as they
feel disposed to do. I am expressing
only a personal opinion but I would hope
that we might be able to perfect the
substitute which I offered, first, and get
it voted on one way or the other.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, under
the circumstances, I shall withhold my
amendment for the time.

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Chairman, a fur-
ther parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
will state it.

Mr. HARSHA. Assuming the Com-
mittee sustains the Sisk amendment,
then the Committee returns to the House
and the House votes down the Sisk
amendment, upon what bill do we then
proceed?

The CHAIRMAN. The question then
:réil&be put to the House on the bill, HR.

Mr. HARSHA. And, there will be no
further opportunity to amend that or
any other legislation; is that correct?

The CHAIRMAN. Not at that point,
because prior to that the previous ques-
tion will have been ordered.

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Mr. Chairman, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
will state it.

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to ask if the so-called Multer
amendment will be open at any point
for amendment?

The CHAIRMAN. It would be, the
Chair will state, and is open for amend-
ment.

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Mr. Chairman, I
mean when it comes before the body.

The CHAIRMAN. It is now open for
amendment at any point.

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. I thank the
Chairman.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. NeLsen] asked the ques-
tion, and I thought he addressed it to the
managers of the bill, and thus far no
manager on either side has answered the
inquiry of the gentleman from Minne-
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sota. I would like to answer it and indi-
cate to the gentleman the parliamentary
situation, as I understand it.

The Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union
has twice indicated that both the Multer
substitute and the Sisk substitute are now
pending before the committee and open
for amendment. No one can stop any
Member from offering amendments to
either of these amendments. I hope
they will be offered one at a time and dis-
posed of one at a time. The time to of-
fer amendments to the Multer amend-~
ment is now and this is what should be
done. If anyone has an amendment to
the Sisk amendment he ought to offer
it now. I looked at the desk just a few
moments ago and insofar as I was able
to ascertain there were no amendments
pending to the Sisk amendment. We
ought to have an opportunity to discuss
the Sisk amendment, pro and con, before
we vote on it.

In the meantime, if the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. NELSEN] or any
other Member has an amendment to offer
to the Multer substitute, it ought to be
offered and disposed of now.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, BELL

Mr. BELL. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment,

The Clerk read.

Mr. BELL (interrupting reading of
amendment). Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California that his amendment be con-
sidered as read and printed in the
RECORD?

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, reserving
the right to object, what is the nature
of this amendment, I will ask the gentle-
man from California?

Mr. BELL. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield, the amendment is an
amendment to the Multer bill fo change
“partisan elections” to “nonpartisan
elections” for District Mayor and City
Council.

Mr. HALL. This will be discussed en-
tirely, Mr. Chairman, under the gen-
tleman’s 5 minutes to speak in support
of his amendment?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
California will be recognized for 5 min-
utes in support of his amendment.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw my reservation.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota?

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Chairman, fur-
ther reserving the right to object, what
is the length of this amendment so that
we can have an idea about it?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chalr will
state that the amendment consists of
31, pages.

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Chairman, obvi-
ously it is an important amendment. So,
Mr. Chairman, I object.

The CHATRMAN. Objection is heard.
The Clerk will report the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Califor-
nia.
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The Clerk read as follows:

Page 4, strike out:
“*Sgc. 810. Partisan Elections.”
and insert in lieu thereof the following:
“Sec, B810. Elections.”

Page 6, line 14 strike out “of a political
party”.

Page 66, in line 13, change the semicolon
after the word “Council” to a period, and
strike everything after the word “Council”
down through line 17.

Page 67, strike out everything beginning
with line 5 down through line 6 on page 68,
and insert in lieu thereof the followling:

“Sec. 805. (a) (1) The two candidates re-
celving the highest number of votes validly
cast for each office in the primary electlion,
except for the offices of councilmen-at-large
and for the office of District Delegate, shall
be declared the winners, and their names
shall be placed on the ballot in the next gen-
eral election.

*{2) The ten candidates receiving the high-
est number of votes validly cast for the offices
of councilmen-at-large in the primary elec-
tion shall be declared the winners, and their
names shall be placed on the ballot in the
next general election.

“(8) The candidate of each party receiving
the highest number of votes validly cast for
the office of District Delegate in the primary
election shall be declared the winner, and his
name shall be placed on the ballot in the
next general election as the candidate of his
party.”

Page 70, strike out everything beginning
with line 25 down through line 6 on page 71,
and Insert in lleu thereof the following:

“(2) he executes a registration affadavit
by signature or mark (unless prevented by
physical disability) on a form provided by
the Board of Elections showing that he
meets each of the requirements of section
807 of this Act for a qualified voter and if
he desires to vote in a primary election for
District Delegate, such a form shall show
his political party affiliation: Provided, That
the Board shall accept as evi-".

Page 72, beginning with line 15, strike out
everything down through line 17 on page 74,
and insert in lieu thereof the following:

“SEc, 809. (a) Nomination of a candidate
to be included on the ballot for a primary
election shall take place when the Board of
Elections receives a declaration of candidacy,
accompanied by the filing fee in the amount
required In subsection (f): Provided, That
any candidate for the office of District Dele-
gate is duly registered as affillated with the
political party for which the nomination is
sought and otherwise meets the qualifica-
tions for holding sald office.

“(b) Nominatlon of an independent
candidate who desires to have his name on
the ballot in the general election for the
office of District Delegate shall take place
when the Board of Elections receives a
petition signed by not less than five hundred
qualified voters registered in the District and
accompanied by a filing fee in the amount
required by subsection (f). No person shall
be barred from nomination as an independ-
ent candidate in the general election for the
office of District Delegate because he was a
candidate for nomination in a primary elec-
tion: Provided, That he complies with the
requirements of this subsection.

“{e) No person shall be a candidate for
more than one office in any election. If a
person is nominated for more than one
office, he shall within three days after the
last day on which nominations may be made
notify the Board of Elections, in writing, for
which office he elects to run.

“(d) A candidate may withdraw his
candidacy in writing if his withdrawal is
recelved by the Board not more than three
days after the last day on which nominations
may be made.

“(e) Filing fees to accompany & declara-
tion of candidacy in the primary election,
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or a petition nominating an independent
candidate for the office of District Delegate
for inclusion on the ballot in the general
election, shall be $200 for a candidate for
District Delegate or Mayor and $50 for a
member of the District Council or a mem-
ber of the Board of Education. No fee shall
be refunded unless a candidacy is withdrawn
as provided in subsection (¢) or (d).

“(f) The Board of Elections is authorized
to accept any nominating petition as bona
fide with respect to the qualifications of the
slgnatories thereto: Provided, That the orig-
inals or facsimiles thereof have been posted
in a suitable public place for at least ten
days: Provided further, That no challenge
as to the qualifications of the signatorles
shall have been received in writing by the
Board of Elections within ten days of the
first posting of such petition.”

Page 75, beginning with line 1, strike out
everything down through line 4, and insert
in lieu thereof the following:

“ELECTIONS

“SEc. 810. (a) Except in the case of candi-
dates for election to the office of District
Delegate, elections held under this Act shall
be on a nonpartisan basis, and ballots and
voting machines shall not show, except in
the case of candidates for election to the
office of District Delegate, any party affilia-
tions, emblems or slogans, nor shall the can-
didate or any person or organization acting
on his behalf during such campaign repre-
sent the candidate in any way or by any
means as a member of a political party or
recelve funds from any political party or re-
lated organization.”

Page 76, beginning with line 9, strike out
everything down through line 22.

The CHAIRMAN., The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from California

[Mr. BerL]l in support of his
amendment.
Mr. BELL. Mr. Chairman, I ask

unanimous consent to proceed for 5 ad-
ditional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN., Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. BELL. Mr. Chairman, there are
numerous reasons for recommending
nonpartisan elections in the District of
Columbia. As my colleagues, I am sure,
already know, my amendment merely
changes the election system in the Mul-
ter bill to nonpartisan elections except
for the District delegate which still will
be partisan.

First, there is the unsettled question
of the Hatch Act and its application to
Federal employees who want to partici-
pate in local government. A nonparti-
san system eliminates this problem since
nonpartisan elections are exempted
under the Hatch Act.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr, BELL. Iyield to our distinguished
Speaker.

Mr. McCORMACK. Do I understand
the gentleman’'s amendment calls for a
runoff?

Mr. BELL. Yes, it does, Mr. Speaker.
It calls for a runoff after the primary
elections.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BELL. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. MULTER. Just to make it clear,
this means you require a majority vote
between two candidates, for example,
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running for Mayor and for the Council-
men running in wards in the District.

Mr. BELL. That is right. There
would be two candidates for mayor, us-
ing your example, and the top two in the
election would be in the runoff in No-
vember.

Mr. MULTER. In other words, first
there would be a primary election in
which any number of people may enter.

Mr.BELL. That is right.

Mr. MULTER. And then the two who
get the highest number of votes in that
primary must stand for election and the
one who gets the majority would be the
winning candidate.

Mr. BELL. Thatis correct.

Mr. MULTER. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. DON H, CLAUSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BELL. Iyield to the gentleman.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. How about
if one candidate received more than a
majority?

Mr. BELL. That is a very good ques-
tion. In Los Angeles as in many other
cities, this is a problem. We considered
this and felt that it would be better to
have a runoff regardless of the outcome
of the primaries. Sometimes you can
have an election in a particular year
where there is a lackluster campaign for
some reason and there might not be a
great deal of interest and therefore there
would be a very poor turnout. If one
candidate got a majority of the votes in
the May primaries, we felt that the peo-
ple did not have a chance to elect the
one candidate they really wanted. It
also avoids the unfortunate double stand-
ard for the Hatch Act coverage existing
in HR.11218.

I would also point out the problem of
heavily federally impacted cities that
seek de-Hatching would then be elimi-
nated. To illustrate, a very interesting
thing occurred before the district com-
mittee of the Senate. A Senator in the
other body proposed an amendment to
the Senate bill to provide a “de-Hatch-
ing” clause for one of the cities of his
State which had a heavy concentration
of Federal installations. This Senator
made the comment, “Well, you are de-
Hatching the District of Columbia area
and the Distriet of Columbia people, why
not de-Hatch this city in my State?” So
you are going to have ramifications of
this if we go ahead on a partisan basis.

Second, a nonpartisan local election
focuses on local isuses and not on na-
tional party issues.

For example, just on that point alone,
when it comes to matters such as parking
meters and sewerage and so forth, there
is no Republican-Democratic issue.

Third, under a nonpartisan system the
chances of a loecal political power struc-
ture wielding corruptive influence are
greatly diminished. Party affiliation be-
comes unimportant and with the concen-
tration of Federal governmental opera-
tions here in Washington, this takes on
even greater meaning.

Fourth, the capable individual candi-
date comes to the fore in nonpartisan
elections. The use of ‘television and
other public news media available here
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in the District would certainly bring out
the best men for the right jobs.

As an extension of this, if there was a
desire to appoint good people to local
government office, which I am sure
there would be, such men or women
would not be appointed on the basis of
party affiliation but would be appointed
on the basis of capability.

Again party affiliation becomes unim-
portant while the candidate becomes all
important.

Fifth, the national trend in city gov-
ernment today is for such a nonpartisan
system as this amendment suggests.

It would seem to me commonsense for
Congress to use the successful experience
of other cities and provide the best for
the city which the world will look to as
the ideal in American government.

I would like to quote again as I did
earlier during the debate, from an edi-
torial in the Washington Post of March
10, 1965, which said:

The obvious answer for this Federal city is
nonpartisan local politics. Primary elections
can be arranged to encourage the kind of
nonpartisan local coalitions that have been
very effective in Arlington. The (Senate
District) committee would perform a valua-
ble service by taking the national partles
altogether out of city elections.

It is a source of amazement to me that
this advice has not been taken by some
of the leaders in the home rule move-
ment. Why, if Congress is to establish
home rule government for the National
Capital, do we insist on providing a po-
litical structure certain to create added
conflicts and problems for Washington’s
municipal future?

As a Californian, I know from first-
hand experience the special applicability
of the nonpartisan election system to
modern community government. The
principle and practices of nonpartisan-
ship in municipal elections had its be-
ginnings in California over half a cen-
tury ago. Since that time the system has
been adopted by municipalities, both
large and small throughout the country.
As Mr. Patrick Healy, executive director
of the National League of Cities, told the
Senate District Committee on March 1:

Detroit is nonpartisan, Los Angeles and
San Francisco are nonpartisan. I think
Philadelphia and New York are partisan.
But I might comment here that in the
opinion of a great many students of govern-
ment, the local governments in California,
the citles, are perhaps outstanding in the
entire United States in their government, in
their operation, their caliber of people that
are aftracted Into the local government.
The League of California Cities attributes
this, among other things, to the fact that
they have nonpartisan government out there.

Mr. Chairman, as one who has strongly
supported home rule for the District of
Columbia, and who signed the discharge
petition which has brought this legisla-
tion to House consideration, I earnestly
ask that the Congress provide the best
possible political framework for District
government. Local self-government in
the Nation’s Capital must be a model for
this Nation and, indeed, for the world.
A nonpartisan election system is vital
to assure good government in the District
of Columbia—government free of any
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taint of spoils, politics, or machine con-
trol.

I, therefore, urge that the House adopt
my amendment to the pending home rule
legislation providing for the establish-
ment of nonpartisan elections in the
District of Columbia.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr, Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BELL. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, as the gentleman knows, I concur
with him in his position on the amend-
ment. I would like to have the attention
of the gentleman from New York [Mr.
MurtEr]. If the amendment is adopted,
what assurance from the conferees will
we have that the amendment will be
held in the conference?

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, as I
said earlier in the debate in answer to
the same question that is posed, no one
has any right to speak for conferees that
have not even yet been appointed. I do
not know who they will be. I doubt
whether the Speaker has given any con-
sideration as to who the conferees may
be. In any event, when the House has
spoken and has worked its will on the bill,
the conferees, no matter who they may
be, that are appointed, will be duty-
bound to urge the House position in the
conference.

Mr, WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BELL. I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina.

Mr. WHITENER. The gentleman in
answer to a question earlier propounded
by the Speaker, made a statement. My
colleagues around me seem to think that
I had misunderstood what the gentleman
from California said. I should like to
clarify it. I asked him a hypothetical
question.

Did the gentleman imply that if you
had a primary and there were two candi-
dates for mayor and one of those candi-
dates received 90 percent of the votes in
the primary and the other received 10
percent of the votes, notwithstanding
that result, the candidates would then
continue to campaign until November,
and the same candidates would run
again at that time?

Mr. BELL. I am happy to answer the
gentleman's question. He is, of course,
stating a hypothetical situation that is
rather remote. First, in the primaries
for mayor he would have more than two
candidates running in all probability.
You would have several. The two high-
est would be chosen. If the one candi-
date in the primary received over 51 per-
cent of the votes, which would be a more
practicable analysis of your question,
they would both still have to run off.
The reason for that is very simple.
Sometimes, in certain periods—through
a lackluster campaign or for many other
reasons—ithere could be a lack of inter-
est in the primary, so that maybe a “51
percent candidate” might not be the
choice when a larger section of the popu-
lace had an opportunity to vote. So we
felt that even though one candidate re-
ceived a substantial part in the vote, he
would still have to have a runoff in No-
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vember when perhaps there would be
more interest.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California has expired.

. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from California [Mr. BELL] may
proceed for 1 additional minute.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
North Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BELL. I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina.

Mr. WHITENER. Suppose that in
the primary there were, as sometimes
occurs in city elections, only one candi-
date for mayor. Then what would hap-
pen in the lackluster campaign? In the
fall would there be some way to change?

Mr. BELL. I assume, if there were no
other opposition to the candidate for
mayor, the candidate in the primary ob-
viously would win the primary election.
He would still be on the ballot in the
fall.

Mr. WHITENER. Under the gentle-
man’'s proposal, a loser would have two
strikes at the seat of mayor or on the
couneil?

Mr. BELL. I do not believe that is
an accurate statement at all. I believe
this is the system which would be the
fairest possible way we could devise.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BELL. I yield to the gentleman
from Nebraska.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I certainly sup-
port the principle about which the gen-
tleman is talking, as to nonpartisan elec-
tions.

I do not know how many of the ex-
perts on the District of Columbia Com-
mittee ever have served as mayors of
large communities. I have a feeling
none of them did.

I served as mayor of a city of 330,000
people. I know something about munic-
ipal government.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California has expired.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
I ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from California [Mr. BELL] may
proceed for 2 additional minutes.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Nebraska?

There was no objection.

Mr. BELL. I yield to the gentleman
from Nebraska.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I was a member
of the U.S. Conference of Mayors, and
served as an officer of that group. I be-
lieve they know something about munici-
pal government.

I might say that the trend overwhelm-
ingly is toward nonpartisan elections.
One gets better people when there are
nonpartisan elections.

I certainly believe that if any bill is
passed this provision ought to be in it.

I say again that I do not know of any
of the people who are proposing this who
have ever served in an important capac-
ity in municipal government. If they
have, I should like to have them stand up
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and say so, and debate some of the prob-
lems which confront the people.

I certainly believe that if any piece
of legislation is passed the Sisk amend-
ment is the only sensible approach.

We had a change in our city from a
commission form to another form. The
people voted a charter convention. They
appointed people to study the various
structures. They took more than a year
to do so. They finally came back with
a recommendation. This was approved
by the people. That is the only sensible
thing to do, to have a thorough study
made, because this is a very intricate
and complex problem,

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BELL. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I think
this is further proof of our truly biparti-
san effort to perfect a good home rule
bill. So far as I am personally con-
cerned, I am prepared to accept the gen-
tleman’s amendment in furtherance of
that bipartisan effort.

Mr. BELL. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. SICKLES. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

I could not be more distressed than I
am as I stand in this position of opposi-
tion at this time because I have worked
so hard and so long with my other col-
leagues in supporting this legislation it
is difficult to part with them now.

Although I am sure this amendment
is about to be adopted and that in the fi-
nal analysis I will have to bow to the
inevitable, I really could not live with
myself unless I expressed my strong feel-
ings on this amendment; because I do
not believe, as has been stressed on this
floor, that nonpartisanship necessarily
means we will do away with all forms of
corruption in government or that we will
not continue to have the same problems
as otherwise, or that it is an ideal prinei-
ple of government.

In the District of Columbia I believe
some problems will be created. It will
be necessary to set up political organiza-
tions which do not exist at this time.
It will have to be done by May of next
year, when there is to be a primary.

As the bill now stands, it guarantees
minority representation, for at least 2
of the 19 are to be from the minority
party.

I have never lived in a large unit of
government where there have been non-
partisan elections, but I am told that
the absence of partisan labels does not
guarantee a nonpartisan election, and
it usually turns out that the elections are
partisan.

In the Evening Star for yesterday
there was an editorial.

Like many of my colleagues I quote
the Evening Star when they agree with
my position. It says here that the al-
leged benefits of such a modification
would be illusory. As the experience in
other places discloses, the absence of
partisan labels does not discourage par-
tisan political activity on the local level
but only masks it. Under the amend-
ment as proposed by Mr. MULTER, there
is no reason why an independent may
not run, and independents may support
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independents. The two-party system
is a good system and has worked well
in this country. We are told a nonpar-
tisan system works well in California.
I have no reason to believe that the city
of Los Angeles or the city of San Fran-
cisco are any better run than the city
of Baltimore where we do have partisan
elections. I understand that the amend-
ment will be adopted, but I did want to
express my strong disapproval of this
amendment.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SICKLES. I willbe glad to.

Mr., UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I just
wanted to say here that the gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. SickLEs] has done
an outstanding job in the highest tradi-
tions of the House in his work on this
bill. He shares a lot of the credit with
the gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
Maraias] and the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Horronl for this work. I
know something of the pressures that
he has been under, representing an area
adjacent to the District, and I know
some of the unpleasant things that have
occurred. I just wanted to take a mo-
ment to pay tribute to one of the really
outstanding Members of the House for
the courageous and key part he has
played in this effort, which I hope will
come to fruition today.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SICKLES. I will be glad to yield
to the gentleman.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. The gentleman
from Maryland has taken the lead in this
particular piece of legislation. He evi-
dently feels he is an expert on the sub-
ject. I wonder if he can tell me what
the three forms of municipal government
are that exist in the United States to-
day.

Mr. SICELES. I do not know wheth-
er we want to go into a quiz contest at
this point. I know what the form of
government we have under this bill is.
I know you have a mayor and a city
council, and you have a city manager
type of government, and then you have
your commission form of government.
These would be the three separate forms
of government you inquire about.

Mr., CUNNINGHAM. Were those
three separate forms of government dis-
cussed by your committee? ;

Mr. SICEKLES. Yes. We discussed
these and many others. We discussed
setting up the District of Columbia in
the form of a legislature, such as in a
State or a territory. It was the thrust
of some of the bills on one other side of
the aisle. Over the years, over many,
many years that this subject matter has
been discussed practically every idea has
been thrown about and considered, and
some have been accepted and some have
been rejected. I indicated when I first
opened the debate on this subject the
other day that we could spend many
hours discussing each of the particular
provisions in the bill. I think we have
a good, strong, workable bill which had
the support of many of the citizens of
this jurisdiction. There have been many
open, public hearings. In the District
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Committee they had all of the local citi-
zens in so that they could make their
representations, Representatives from
all over the country have given us advice
and counsel. It is a good, workable bill.
If the folks in the District of Colum-
bia do not like it, they will not pass it
on the referendum which comes in 4
months after the bill is adopted.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike out the requisite
number of words. Mr. Chairman, to
preface the substantive remarks I will
make in a minute or two, I would like to
have the Recorp clear that, one, I did not
sign the discharge petition; and, two, I
voted on Monday against the considera-
tion of this legislation in this manner. I
believe I was right in both instances. I
think the confusion we are facing at this
moment fortifies the views of those of us
who did not sign the discharge petition
and those of us who did not vote to bring
this bill up under this parliamentary
procedure.

There is considerable confusion which
is very obvious. We have a bill that was
brought to the floor under a discharge
petition which has been abandoned by
everybody; opposed by all. We are now
in the process of trying to consider two
amendments which are in the form of
substitutes; the Multer substitute and
the Sisk substitute.

It seems to me that we ought to try and
perfect both amendments because at this
stage of the game we do not know which
one will be the final one upon which we
will have to vote “yes” or “no.” And may
I say at this point that the amendment
offered by the gentleman from California
was identical with an amendment which
had been carefully worked on by the
distinguished gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. NELsen]. Iam sure fhat under the
ordinary course of events the gentleman
from Minnesota, ranking Republican on
the committee, would have been recog-
nized and would have offered the amend-
ment.

I simply say, when I speak here today,
that I am endorsing the Nelsen-Bell
amendment.

May I respectfully disagree with the
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. SIicK-
1es]. I strongly believe in nonpartisan
municipal elections. This is the growing
trend in muniecipal elections in metro-
politan communities in this country.
Most newly formed communities of a
metropolitan nature are incorporating
in their charters a nonpartisan method
of selecting public officers, and in many
cities they are going from a partisan
election to a nonpartisan approach.

My own hometown of Grand Rapids,
Mich., for over 40 years has had a non-
partisan city commission type of elec-
tion. I think our citizens have done a
first-class job in running a community
of approximately 200,000.

The city is 3 to 2 Republican, but on
occasion under this system I will say to
my Democratic friends we elected men
who were recognized as Democrats.
Naturally, most of our mayors, even
though they did not run under a parti-
san label, were Republican. But when
a good man was running, on a nonparti-
san basis, even though he was a Demo-
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crat, the voters in our community had
the opportunity to select him, and they
did for at least three elections.

In the District of Columbia if we have
home rule legislation, we ought to have
nonpartisan elections on the basis that
we get a better chance to get more peo-
ple who are qualified to be the mayor of
a city of this size. I strongly hope that
we adopt this particular amendment.
Its approval will conform to not only
my views but those of the House Repub-
lican policy committee,

But let me say at this point that there
are other requirements, in my judgment,
that must be in any bill that we approve
if, so far as I am personally concerned,
we are to vote for such legislation. Yes—
the nonpartisan election provision; the
provision concerning the automatic pay-
ments of the Federal contribution. By
all means we must have an annual re-
view by the House and Senate Commit-
tees on Appropriations and a final ap-
proval of the Federal financial contri-
bution by the House and Senate as in-
dividual bodies, This provision or re-
quirement is mandatory.

I also feel that we must have a pro-
vision that maintains the integrity of
the Hatch Act. The gentleman from
Minnesota has done a tremendous job
in this regard. I also think we have a
responsibility as a legislative body to
protect the 28,000 to 30,000 employees of
the District of Columbia from political
pressure of any sort.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. GERALD
R. Forpl has expired.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent to pro-
ceed for 5 additional minutes.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Chairman, re-
serving the right to object, I cannot ob-
ject to the request of the distinguished
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. GErALD
R. Forpl, but may I suggest to my col-
leagues that all of us use a little forbear-
ance in extending the time of debate to-
day under the 5-minute rule. Mr.
Chairman, we have already extended
one 5-minute period to 15 minutes, and
I for one, sir, would like to go to the salu-
brious climate of Florida before the gen-
tle snow falls here in Washington, and I
would suggest to my colleagues not to
continue asking for an additional 5
minutes.

Mr. Chairman, with that I could not
object to the request of the able minority
leader, the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. GeraLD R. Forpl having another 5
minutes at this time.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, naturally I am grateful to my good
friend and most able colleague, the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr, MATTHEWS],
and I shall try to conclude in less than 5
minutes.

Mr. Chairman, we do have an obliga-
fion to these employees of the District of
Columbia, and we must protect them
from any political pressure of any sort.

Also, Mr. Chairman, I feel that we
need a strong amendment that will re-
quire the listing of political contribu-
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tions, their full disclosure, as well as the
disclosure of expenditures by any politi-
cal candidate, partisan or otherwise. I
believe this to be absolutely essential to
legislation of this kind.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I have outlined
my own views as to what I believe is nec-
essary and essential in any legislation
that we approve in this body.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly support the
Nelsen-Bell amendment, as well as
amendments that would go along with
the requirements that I have indicated.

Mr. Chairman, I cannot support legis-
lation that will not meet these standards.

Let me say this in closing, if I may:
This is a highly emotionally charged
issue. It is obvious that there are those
on both sides of the issue. There are
undoubtedly strong individual differences
between good friends on that side of the
aisle, and I can see the same is true on
this side of the aisle.

I would simply like to read—because I
strongly subscribe to it and I believe it
is essential—the statement of the House
Republican policy committee dated Sep-
tember 21, 1965. It starts out and says,
and I quote:

Historically and traditionally Republicans
are in favor of self-government and munici-
pal home rule. We recoguize. however, that
the Nation's Capital is not just another city.
It is the seat of our Government.

The statement goes on with other com-
ments and indicates that the essentials
of any home rule bill would include a
nonpartisan election, protection under
the Hatch Act, protection of the District
of Columbia employees, the absolute
essentiality of an annual review of the
budget of the District of Columbia by the
House and the Senate.

Mr. Chairman, I believe these require-
ments are essential for any legislation we
pass here today, tomorrow or in the
future.

Mr. Chairman, I hope and trust that
the Bell-Nelsen amendment is agreed to
because this is one of those mandatory
requirements in any home rule legisla-
tion. If this amendment and the other
requirements are met I intend to support
the legislation.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of the bill and to
disagree with my colleague on the ques-
tion of partisan versus nonpartisan elec-
tions for the District of Columbia.

I am opposed to the proposed amend-
ment, which would put in this bill a re-
quirement that all elections in the future
in the District of Columbia be held on a
nonpartisan basis.

I was interested in the parallel the
gentleman attempted to draw between
the District of Columbia and other major
cities of this country which he men-
tioned. This is a comparison which cer-
tainly falls very short when we are talk-
ing about the political structuring of the
District of Columbia as opposed to a city
like the city of Detroit. It is true, we
have nonpartisan elections for the major
and members of the common council, but
every citizen of the city is encouraged
to participate in the life of the political
system—which to me is the two-party
system—by the fact that he votes in elec-
tions for members of the State legislature
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on a partisan basis; for Representatives
in the Congress and the Senate of the
United States in partisan elections; and
for Governor, secretary of state, attorney
general, and other State officials on par-
tisan tickets. So he has a feeling at all
times of being a part of the political
system; and even if a person lives in the
rural part of that State, he has the same
feeling when he votes to elect county
officials.

I am delighted that after so many
years we now have the opportunity to
fulfill pledges of our parties and give to
the residents of the District the home
rule that they have so overwhelmingly
demonstrated they want and need.

I am opposed to the proposed amend-
ment that would modify this bill and re-
quire that elections under it be non-
partisan. There are several reasons.

In the first place, a requirement for
nonpartisan elections would impose on
the citizens of the District the need for
a completely new set of political organi-
zations, which would have to spring up
virtually full blown in the space of only a
very few months—before the primary
elections in May 1966. We must all rec-
ognize that nonpartisan elections do not
mean that there will not be political
groupings, and I am sure highly orga-
nized political groupings. “Nonpartisan”
means no more than that the political
groupings to which names like “Repub-
lican” and “Democrat” are attached are
to be prohibited.

Today in the District there is political
organization along the traditional lines
of Republican and Democrat. These or-
ganizations can be expected to function
to bring out the best possible candidates
for the municipal positions which the bill
creates. They can be expected to give
direction and coherence to the political
campaigns that will take place under this
act. I think we would do a great deal of
damage and very little good if we were
now to deprive the citizens of the District
of the benefit of these organizations.

Let me remind the Members of the
House, as other speakers have done, that
we are not by this bill deciding on the
form of municipal government in the
District for all time to come. In the
event partisan elections produce the evils
that are cited by the proponents of this
amendment, we can require a change.
But we can do that later, after there has
been experience and after a functioning
District government has been created, so
that the new organizations which non-
partisan elections would require would
not have to come into being at the same
time that District citizens were wrestling
with all of the other problems of getting
their government underway.

I do not contend, of course, the non-
partisan elections in municipal govern-
ments are evil. They exist and they
function with success in many cities, but
by the same token I do not in any way
concede that partisan elections in munic-
ipal governments are necessarily wicked.
Many of our great cities as well as many
of our smaller ones function successfully
with partisan elections. Indeed, studies
have shown that voter participation in
municipal elections—and we want, of
course, to encourage the greatest partic-
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ipation—is substantially higher in mu-
nicipal elections on a partisan basis.

Politics should not be taken out of gov-
ernment. Indeed, it is a misconception
of both politics and government when
there is an attempt to so sterilize the local
situation. As an observer of elections in
large cities, it is readily apparent that the
party affiliation of the individual candi-
dates is generally known and often plays
an important role. Indeed, often the
candidate for mayor of a large city in a
nonpartisan election has in the past held
partisan office as a member of the State
legislature, a county official, or a Member
of Congress, so that the nonpartisan
nature of the election is more a fiction
than a reality.

On the other hand, the pretense of

nonpartisanship often weakens the city -

executive in relation to the political
machinery of his State and the Nation.
It would seem particularly appropriate
that in a strong mayor-council system
that partisan elections would be desira-
ble. In such a system the mayor needs
to be a political leader and particularly
here in the District of Columbia in many
matters the mayor would be dealing di-
rectly with State Governors and nonpar-
tisanship is not a characteristic of Gov~
€I'Tors.

I suppose it is obvious that partisan
elections as provided in the bill do not
preclude independent candidates who
may not wish to run on a partisan ticket.
The bill expressly provides for inde-
pendent candidates for the municipal
offices to be on the ballot in the general
election along with the candidate nomi-
nated by the Republican Democratic or
any other political party.

No more am I persuaded by the argu-
ment advanced in support of this amend-
me